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| HE ADMINISTRATION shouldn’t be sur- 
prised that the public hasn’t quickly accepted 
"the official account of a State Department 
political appointee’s role in the search through Bill 
Clinton’s citizenship and passport records. Their 
claim that the probe was triggered by Freedom of 
Information Act requests from several news orga- 
nisations and not by anything they did is hardly 
exculpatory by itself. Neither is the State Depart- 
ment’s explanation blaming low-level bureaucrats 
for* procedural violations in the handling of Mr. 
CKntdn’s records. 

'After all, the media were lured to the records in 
the first place by Republican hints suggesting Mr. 
Cfintbn had considered applying for citizenship in 
aqpjther country during his years as a student in 
Eqglahd — an unsupported charge that Mr. Clinton 
vigorously denies. Suspicion only deepens with 
ndw& that the department’s investigation was 
spearheaded by the unusual intervention of a senior 
Sj^te official who hardly could be classified as 
politically neutral. 

Assistant Secretary Elizabeth M. Tamposi, who 
heads . the office in charge of passport and consular 
matters, joined the Bush administration in 1989 
following her defeat in the 1988 New Hampshire 
Republican congressional primary and her earlier 
sendee as state GOP finance chairman and a four- 
term state legislator. Her personal involvement in 
the retrieval of Mr. Clinton’s records — both within 
the ’ department and with overseas posts — took 
place in tandem with well-orchestrated attempts by 
Bush campaign officials and right-wing Republicans 
tQj/smear Mr. Clinton as unpatriotic for his draft 
history, foreign travels and his role in the antiwar 
movement. All this is yet another reason to treat the 
department’s account with reserve. 

^^riness is all the more understandable since the 
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department’s adamant claim on Wednesday— that all 
actions were within the scope of law and acceptable 
official conduct— was promptly contradicted the next 
day with the acknowledgment that State improperly 
handled the FOIA requests on Mr. Clinton. We need 
to know more. The department asserts that Mr. 
Clinton’s case was expedited because FOIA officials 
improperly viewed the matter as “ time sensitive due 
to the upcoming presidential election.” But only five 
months earlier, the department had opposed acceler- 
ated handling of a similar FOIA request on the 
grounds that election-year timing was no justification 
for deviating from policy. The legal precedent? A 
1988 CIA refusal to accelerate an FOIA search for 
documents on then-presidential candidate and for- 
mer agency director George Bush. 

We also need to know whether it was something 
more than fear of possible file tampering and a 
desire to protect the integrity of the search that led 
to Mrs. Tamposi’s unusual intervention. Given the 
rash of other Republican-inspired attempts to dam- 
age Mr. Clinton, there are good reasons for deter- 
mining whether or not any Bush appointees at 
State were also embarked on an off-base effort to 
obtain and politically misuse privileged information 
about him. 

Mrs. Tamposi is in the best position to convince 
the public that all she did was right and proper — 
that she was not breaking the rules meant to keep 
government officials from making unauthorized use 
of passport, tax and other such records in violation 
of individual privacy. Thus far, however, she has 
declined to give her own account. The administra- 
tion can and should help out here. All the White 
House has to do, as George Bush is wont to say, is 
tell Mrs. Tamposi and her State colleagues to 
‘level with the American people.” 


